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DETAILED ACTION 

This action is responsive to the RCE amendment filed on November 24, 2009. 
Claims 1, 5, 6, 9, 15, and 18 were amended. Claims 19-22 were added. Claims 1-18 
are pending. 



Response to Amendment 
Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

1 . The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

2. Claims 1-22 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Jacobs et al., U.S. Patent No. 6,785,769 to, further in view of Gao et al., U.S. Patent 
Publication No. 2002/0032701. 

As to claim 1, Jacobs teaches a client-side caching system, comprising: 

a client for issuing a request based on user selection for a resource on a server 

(col. 4, lines 39-40, Jacobs discloses a client requesting sent to a server); and 

a server for receiving the request and sending a response including a cookie, 

wherein the cookie value represents the last version of the resource, and wherein the 
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cookie value is attached to the request for the resource and the client requests the 
resource with the appended cookie value so that if the last version of the resource is in 
the client cache, the resource is retrieved from client cache rather than from the server, 
and if not, is retrieved from the server (col. 4, lines 10-54, Jacobs discloses a client 
making requests that include a cookie, the cookie value being updated to properly 
retreive data from the client cache or the server is necessary). 

Jacobs fails to teach the limitation further including a script sent to a client and 
the use of client-side script that automatically re-requests a resource. 

However, Gao teaches independent update and assembly of web page elements 
(see abstract). Gao teaches a script sent to a client and a client side script that 
automatically requests updated data (paragraph 47-49). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention to modify Jacobs in view of Gao to use a script sent to a client and the use of 
client-side script that automatically re-requests a resource. One would be motivated to 
do so because it is more efficient for the script to run on the client. 

Regarding claim 2, Jacobs teaches the client-side caching system of claim 1, 
wherein the resource is a web page, the resource is located at a URL, and the client is a 
web browser with a browser cache (col. 4, lines 10-15). 

Regarding claim 3, Jacobs teaches the client-side caching system of claim 1, 
wherein the response includes a non-displayed relatively small page and the cookie is 
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in a response header and the client-side script is in the entity body of the response (col. 
4, lines 25-36). 

Regarding claim 4, Jacobs teaches the client-side caching system of claim 1, 
wherein the client-side script that appends the cookie value to the request is embedded 
in a displayed page (col. 8, lines 10-16). 

Regarding claim 5, Jacobs teaches a server for a client-side caching system, 
comprising: 

a client for issuing a request based on user selection for a resource on a server; 

and 

a server for receiving the request and sending a response including a cookie, 
wherein the cookie value represents the last version of the resource, and wherein the 
cookie value is attached to the request for the resource and the client requests the 
resource with the appended cookie value so that if the last version of the resource is in 
the client cache, the resource is retrieved from client cache rather than from the server, 
and if not, is retrieved from the server (col. 4, lines 10-54). 

Jacobs fails to teach the limitation further including a script sent to a client and 
the use of client-side script that automatically re-requests a resource. 

However, Gao teaches a script sent to a client and a client side script that 
automatically requests updated data (paragraph 47-49). 
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It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention to modify Jacobs in view of Gao to use a script sent to a client and the use of 
client-side script that automatically re-requests a resource. One would be motivated to 
do so because it is more efficient for the script to run on the client. 

Regarding claim 6, Jacobs teaches the server of claim 5, wherein the server 
includes a web server for listening to client requests, the resource is a web page at a 
URL, and the client-side script appends the cookie value to the URI of the web page 
request ed to form a rewritten URL and causes the client to automatically re-request the 
resource with the written URL, and an application server for creating the cookie and 
inserting the cookie into a response header and inserting the client-side script into the 
entity body of the response (Jacobs, col. 4, lines 10-15; Gao, paragraphs 47-49). 

Regarding claim 7, Jacobs teaches the server of claim 6, wherein the server sets 
the cookie value by determining the last modified time of each page in the same class 
as the page which is the subject of the request, and sets the cookie value to the 
maximum value of the last modified times (col. 4, lines 10-36). 

Regarding claim 8, Jacobs teaches the client-side caching system of claim 2, 
wherein the server sets the cookie value by determining the last modified time of each 
web page in the same class as the web page which is the subject of the request, and 
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sets the cookie value to the maximum value of the last modified times (col. 4, lines 10- 
36). 

Regarding claim 9, Jacobs teaches a client-side caching system, comprising: 

a client for issuing a request based on a user selection for a resource stored on a 
server and for receiving a server response including a cache control object, wherein the 
cache control object represents the correct version of the resource, the cache control 
object value attached to the request for the resource, and without another user selection 
for the resource causes the client to request the resource with the appended cache 
control object value so that if the correct version of the resource is in the client cache, 
the resource is retrieved from the client cache rather than from the server, and if not, the 
resource is retrieved from the server (col. 4, lines 10-54). 

Jacobs fails to teach the limitation further including a script sent to a client and 
the use of client-side script that automatically re-requests a resource. 

However, Gao teaches a script sent to a client and a client side script that 
automatically requests updated data (paragraph 47-49). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention to modify Jacobs in view of Gao to use a script sent to a client and the use of 
client-side script that automatically re-requests a resource. One would be motivated to 
do so because it is more efficient for the script to run on the client. 
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Regarding claim 10, Jacobs teaches the client-side caching system of claim 9, 
wherein the resource is a web page located at a URL, the correct version is the last 
version of the resource, and the client is a web browser with a browser cache (col. 4, 
lines 10-15). 

Regarding claim 1 1 , Jacobs teaches the client-side caching system of claim 1 0, 
wherein the request and the response are HTTP compliant, the response is a relatively 
small non-displayed page, the cache control object is a cookie in a response header, 
and the client-side script is in the entity body of the response (col. 4, lines 25-36). 

Regarding claim 12, Jacobs teaches the client-side caching system of claim 9, 
wherein the client-side script that appends the cache control object to the request is 
embedded in a displayed page (col. 8, lines 10-16). 

Regarding claim 13, Jacobs teaches the client-side caching system of claim 9, 
wherein Internet protocols define communication between the client and the server, and 
the correct version is the last version of the resource (col. 4, lines 10-36). 

Regarding claim 1 4, Jacobs teaches the client-side caching system of claim 1 1 , 
wherein the server sets the cookie value by determining the last modified time of each 
page in the same class as the page which is the subject of the request, and sets the 
cookie value to the maximum value of the last modified times (col. 4, lines 10-36). 
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Regarding claim 15, Jacobs teaches a method of client-side caching in a server, 
comprising: 

receiving a client request for a web page; and 

inserting a cookie in response to the client request, wherein the cookie value 
represents the last version of the web page, wherein the cookie value is attached to the 
client request for the web page such that the client automatically re-requests the web 
page with the appended cookie value so that if the most recent version of the web page 
is in the client cache, the web page is retrieved from client cache rather than from the 
server, and if not, the web page is retrieved from the server (col. 4, lines 10-54). 

Jacobs fails to teach the limitation further including a script sent to a client and 
the use of client-side script that automatically re-requests a resource. 

However, Gao teaches a script sent to a client and a client side script that 
automatically requests updated data (paragraph 47-49). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention to modify Jacobs in view of Gao to use a script sent to a client and the use of 
client-side script that automatically re-requests a resource. One would be motivated to 
do so because it is more efficient for the script to run on the client. 

Regarding claim 16, Jacobs teaches the method of claim 15, further comprising 
determining the last modified time of each web page in the same class as the web page 
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which is the subject of the request, and setting the cookie value to the maximum value 
of the last modified times (col. 4, lines 10-36). 

Regarding claim 17, Jacobs teaches the method of claim 15, further comprising: 
reviewing the extension of the requested web page to determine run time 
environment; 

loading the run time environment; and 

updating a database with information from the client request (col. 4, lines 10-36). 

Regarding claim 18, Jacobs teaches a method of client-side caching in a 
browser, comprising: 

presenting a user selection for a web page at a URL; and 

receiving a server response including a cookie, wherein the cookie value 
represents the most recent version of the web page, the cookie value attached to the 
URL and requests the web page with rewritten URL of the URL with the appended 
cookie value so that if the most recent version of the web page is in the browser cache, 
the web page is retrieved from the browser cache, and if not, the resource is retrieved 
from the server (col. 4, lines 10-54). 

Jacobs fails to teach the limitation further including a script sent to a client and 
the use of client-side script that automatically re-requests a resource. 

However, Gao teaches a script sent to a client and a client side script that 
automatically requests updated data (paragraph 47-49). 
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It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention to modify Jacobs in view of Gao to use a script sent to a client and the use of 
client-side script that automatically re-requests a resource. One would be motivated to 
do so because it is more efficient for the script to run on the client. 

Claims 19-22 do not teach or define any new limitations above claims 1-4 and 
therefore are rejected for similar reasons. 



Response to Arguments 

3. Applicant's arguments with respect to claims 1-22 have been considered but are 
moot in view of the new ground(s) of rejection. 



Conclusion 

4. The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to 
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